breakdown of juvenile courts 4 which illustrates the complete lack of uniformity, not only among states but within the same state, with respect to the area jurisdiction problem. Boston 5 has a separate juvenile court for its populous in-town area, with delinquencies occurring elsewhere in the city presided over by the city's district court judges in juvenile sessions. Baltimore offers a court which handles the entire city's delinquency., A county juvenile court is maintained in Cleveland. Florida -provides by state law that counties may combine to deal with the problem. Three states-Connecticut, Rhode Island and Utah-have organized juvenile courts on a state-wide basis. Except for the state-wide courts, variations in political areas are frequent, as, for example, Pennsylvania, where the Municipal Court of Philadelphia houses a juvenile court while a county juvenile court prevails in Alleghany County (Pittsburgh).
1 For purposes of this article "area" and "political" are interchangeable terms as regards jurisdiction. This discussion gravitates around the state, the county and the city as the unit of operation for a juvenile court. Each of these units constitutes an area, though actual size or bigness is immaterial. Each of these units is also political; the city having a certain identifiable structure and having problems similar to other cities-as does the county and state.
2 For a description of this "birth" see The Child, The Clinic and The Court, NEw REPUBLIC, INC., New York, 1925, a group of selected papers, pp. 267-330. See also ABBOTT, GRACE, THE CmrL AND THE STATE, Volume II, University of Chicago Press, 1938 , pp. 330-331. 3 Oceana Publications, New York, 1950 Ibid., pp. 67-79. 5 For further information as to particular juvenile courts mentioned in this article see their respective Annual Reports.
6 See the YEARBOOK, National Probation Association (hereafter referred to as N.P.A.), 1945, p. 257.
What reasons are there for Boston, Baltimore and Cleveland, cities of similar population, to require a different area set-up? What could have been the factors leading to Connecticut legislating a state-wide court, Ohio a county court system and Massachusetts contenting itself with smaller area units? One purpose of this article is to appraise the areas utilized for juvenile courts. Another is to determine how much of a factor and what consideration has been given to area in determining the effectiveness of a juvenile court.
That area should be a factor is indicated by the concern the legal and social authorities have accorded it. Roscoe Pound's reasoning, very likely guided by his conception of judicial organization, has expressed a wariness of those who feel that the remedy for every social ill is a new court This eminent legal authority, a past president of the National Probation and Parole Association, was convinced that the juvenile court should be a branch of the court of general jurisdiction of first instance. 8 "Specialist judges rather than specialized courts," 9 he has insisted, is the most practical and efficient approach. This implies a reliance on the county area, 0 upon which basis most states are judicially organized."
Those whose thinking is more aligned with social work theory veer not only away from the county as a unit, but conventional court systems as a whole. While Mr. Pound regards the Juvenile Court as a natural growth of the prevalent court systems, not a departure from them, others see in it such a sweeping change in emphasis 2 that not only a separate court but a state boundary is their goal. Charles L. Chute, late honorary vice-president of the N.P.P.A., concluded in advocating a state court; "separation' from control by any other court is the best system."'" Two other solutions to the area problem have notable backing. The multi-county proponents suggest an apparent compromise, that counties band together to organize regional juvenile courts. Another group, seeming to believe that the juvenile court should serve a limited function, recommends no further alteration in the already existing courts than that they have separate sessions for juveniles, and permit other agencies, public and private, to perform all other duties.
One question is vital to any consideration of the geographic unit to be adopted: Does the juvenile court differ radically in approach and function from the regular court system? Legally, the answer is "No." In theory, the juvenile court is but an extension of our common law inheritance1 of parens patriae is secure, and many of its procedures have been adopted by other courts. 6 Fundamentally, it is organized as are all courts, to maintain the general security. 16 Socially, however, the answer to the question posed above might well be "Yes." The juvenile court diverges widely in practice from any other court. It concentrates more and more on rehabilitation, and places less emphasis upon formal court room proceedings. 17 No juvenile court receives a favorable evaluation today unless it has ready access to facilities for psychological testing, psychiatric and medical examinations, probation officers with master's degrees. in social work, and a professionally supervised detention home. One judge goes so far as to analogize the court's work to that of a hospital.'
8 The issue, in part, is whether the answers to the above question should in fact affect the choice of a geographic or political area for a juvenile court, as is so frequently the case. An examination of the geographic settings in which the juvenile court functions today may do much to clarify this area problem.
THE COUNTY COURT
As Lou points out, "The coincidence of the area of jurisdiction with the taxing and governing unit is a great financial benefit;" moreover, other agencies, social and private, are generally organized on a county basis. 19 Many advocate family or domestic relations courts which would include a juvenile court.
2 0 It would be a much simpler matter for the juvenile court to join in the area of jurisdiction which handles divorce, guardianship, non-support, paternity etc. cases, than to persuade these courts to join the juvenile court on a different geographic basis.
2 Before recommending any alteration in the existing judicial pattern the juvenile court should be soundly tested upon the level where most courts do operate. 21 The problem whether a juvenile court should be part of a family court or operated exclusively for juveniles is not pertinent here. However, I do feel it important that the reader be made aware, at this point, that such a problem does exist.
2The Glueck study of 1934 had the effect of casting shadows on the value of the juvenile Court per se let alone its extension. See ABBOTT, op. cit., p. 334 and following, particularly p. 338. But see [Vol. 45 From a social point of view, delinquency is first a family problem, then a community responsibility and so on in ever increasing ripples. The farther away the authority, the less its influence upon the delinquent. The county, particularly in urban areas, is sufficiently local to comprehend the nature of its youth problem, and sufficiently populated and financed to provide the means of rehabilitation. Such reasoning does not prohibit the state from establishing minimum standards for juvenile courts as many states do; it does imply that a county willing to provide as well as possible for its youth, would not be leveled down to what a state legislature will compromise to for all its counties.
The criticism that a delinquent does not receive the same attention and treatment which an adjoining county would accord him, making the county unit an inequitable one, could as well be directed against adjoining state-wide systems, and no one yet has advocated a Federal Juvenile Court.
The county court recognizes that it should render unto Caesar that which is Caesar's. When it is economically unsound for a county to provide certain desirable services, it is not unusual for the state to organize a program to meet the need. Ohio has recently expanded its Bureau of Juvenile Research, which provides for examination, observation and classification of delinquents from counties where the population is less than 4 0 , 0 00 .2 Ohio also has statistical data organized on intensive local and comprehensive state levels.Y New Jersey has developed a state agency program which seeks, in part, to raise the standards of its juvenile courts. 5 The Youth Conservation Commission in Minnesota and Wisconsin's Youth Service Commission are organized on state-wide levels, providing probationary, and other services, to the local courts.
2 In this manner home rule is preserved, no extensive changes in judicial structure are necessitated, and where services for children vary within states the more enlightened can establish a pattern for others to imitate. and many could not afford them. Where a state court is provided, the state can be divided into districts according to area, population and other determining factors, with a view to maintaining adequate services and eliminating such duplication and waste as arises from 134 municipal court judges, 115 probate court judges, and 500 Justices bf the Peace handling delinquency cases-a situation which existed in Connecticut prior to the founding of a state juvenile court."
THE STATE

5
In a state court, probation services, detention and clinical facilities, and research activities could be established on an efficient, effective and adequately financed level. Civil service standards could be set up to help eliminate political appointments (the danger here to youth's rehabilitation cannot be over-estimated!), and salaries commensurate with the vital duties performed could be, and are, 30 paid. County courts are predominantly big city courts, many rural areas having only the form without the substance of the juvenile court function. As a Children's Bureau pamphlet points out, delinquency is not essentially a big city problem: 3 ' the significance of a state court's radii into hitherto unreached areas is manifest. The greater finances of a state court are believed to be an assurance that new resources can be more quickly developed and assimilated. Moreover, children's agencies would have one court to deal with rather than a maze of courts, each with a different personality and policy.
THE MULTI-COUNTY COURT
The Multi-County Court has at least two eminent supporters, though they limit their support to rural areas where only a combination of counties could afford the facilities necessary for an effective court. judge Schramm has suggestedn that if a single county cannot afford a full-time judge it should consider a regional juvenile court in collaboration with neighboring counties; he also discusses the advantages of good local administration. L. J. Carr asks," "Why not combine counties to provide enough work for one well-equipped, technically competent court in place of half a dozen or a dozen of the imitations that we now have."
34 This type of court is somewhat of a compromise between the two already discussed, but its advocacy, we should re-iterate, is restricted to rural areas.
Tm LESS THAN COUNTY COURT
Such a court may be seen in operation in the city courts of Baltimore and Philadelphia, the in-town court of Boston, and the many areas where local and/or inferior courts receive the delinquency case assignment. Where state probation services are ' or the youngster may be sent by the bureau to a state institution. Thus, where actual court function is so restricted, there is no need to alter the existing court system in any way, since other independent agencies will do all accommodating beyond delinquency determination.
CONCLUSION
The above area groupings exhaust the possibilities. The favorable aspects of each have been presented; they, in turn, suggest the liabilities of the others. Conclusions as to which system is best immediately incurs the hazard of blacklisting all others by endorsing one, when in fact the county court has proved successful in many areas, the state court has eliminated much waste and duplication, the multi-county court has a limited practicality, and the idea of making the court itself subordinate to rehabilitation has obvious value. The best summation may be Miss Lenroot's opinion that there is really no such thing as a model court, that community interest and initiative are paramount in the success or failure of any court structure. 
